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No. of paper, . b Particulars.
*° - - 1 Papers to be preserved. ‘;
1 - Copy pf the Judgment of the lower appellate” Court if printed. A ‘

Copy pf the Judgment of the original Court (if printed).

Lo

k  Interlpcutory Judgment of the ngh Court (if any).
Il Findjngs.

1 ’ Judgment (Final) of the High Court.

)?, Wof the High Court.

r Judfmeut in Review Petibion.

5 Juddmient of the High Court in the matter of leave to Luppual to the
Privy Council.

9 Judgment, decree and order of the Privy Council.

lb Pritfted copy of the Privy Counecil record.
Al 3 Mémo. of appeal in appeakees applications mﬂi]—dﬁ%

II. Papers to be destroyed under the Rules. 1

MomoNof appeal (in admifed cases).

mentb of appellate Court.

. Manusoi\pt copy of the Ju

copy of the decrke of pellate Court.
i At A W

‘ Manuseripb-copy of the Jrnchgmrend, Of uugt'nwl Courb.
of original Court.

! Manuscripheopy of the decr '
5N, Application fodNgeburn of the al\ye copieW
2~ Vakalatnama of Mr.‘lf; ﬂM“'@J b For the app&nt.

~cused with affidavit.

‘ " Civil application for delay being

ol Application\or copies.

1P TLetter intimating Wismissal where the orderNg of dismissal.

s Notice.

Liotter transmitting notice with District Judge’s endorscment
thereon, etc. e :

;Randent ' : i

N - . bub§\tutlon of heirs..
APP‘IWN 0. ' Ofk frb@x_@_e X




A

ﬁq. of paper. Particulars.
Fresh Nptice (to heix).
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‘ ‘ cross-objections.

ement

Applicaffion for search.

Wrib sepding down issues when there is a éepa.rgte Judgment .
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Objectigns to findings. ‘.‘ i
eo or order to the "‘l’owar Gom;jt.
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Wit communicating final decr
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CIVIL REVISION APPLICATION No. 390 OF 1933.

The Khandesh Laxmi Vilas’ Mills Company 'Ltd., Jalgaen,
having its registered Office at Jalgaon, Hast Khandesh, by ;
its managing Vahiwatdar Shravan H. Chaudhari. (Original -

-Opponent—Defendant No. 1) & Applicant.
- Versus
The Firm trading in the name of the Graduate’Coal Concern, A
Jalgaon. (Originé{l Applicant—Plaintiff) ... Opponent. .

Application praying for setting aside the orders passed by R. G. Sﬁirali,
Esquire, First Class Subordinate Judge at Jalgaon, on exhibit No. 90, and
also for calling the Record and Proceedings in Special Regular Suit No. 92
of 1928.

"

4

'&Counsel Dr. Ambedkar with Messrs. W. B. Pradhan and G. S. Ghm for P
the Applicant. T Aye "’ p

Messrs. A. G. Desai and P. B. Gajendragadkar for the Opponent.

% '."“‘E.Qw‘)z
3 v

| il o

4th July 1934,
(Coram :—Murphy, Acting C. J., and Macklin J.)

Oral Judgment (per Macklin J.) :—This is an application to revise an
order of the First Class Subordinate Judge of Jalgaon amending a decree
in such a way as to bring the name of the applicant upon the decree as
judgment-debtor. The applicaut is a company known as the Khandésh Laxmi
Vilas Mills Company. They were sued by a concern known as the Graduate
Coal Concern on a mortgage. A preliminary decree was passed on the
mortgage, and the plaintiffs at a later stage applied under exhibit 56 to have
the decree made final. The decree was made final under exhibit 86. Then
the Graduate Coal Concern applied in execution proceedings to have the
property brought to sale. Notice of the execution proceedings was sent to the

- Khandesh Laxmi Vilas Company; but they put in an application alleging

that the final decree was not binding upon them inasmuch as they had not
been a party to that decree. This application was heard, and it was decided
that the final decree was not binding upon the ‘Khandesh Laxmi, Vilas
Company because it could not be said that the decree had been made final
against the company owing to the way in which the company had been
described. The Graduate Coal Concern then asked for leave to amend their
application exhibit 56, and for the decree to be amended by inserting the
name of the Khandesh Laxmi Vilas Company in clear terms. Both the
application for final decree and the final decree itself were accordingly
amended. The Khandesh Laxmi Vilas Company has now applied in revision
against those amendments. '

It is contended that the learned Subordinate Judge had no jurisdiction

~to amend the final decree at that stage of the proceedings, since he.was .

Sfumctus officio. Moreover, so it is said, the correct procedure would have been
to appeal against the finding in the execution proceedings that the final decree
was not binding upon the Khandesh Laxmi Vilas Mills Company. We do not

agree. . Under section 152 of the Civil Procedure Code the Court has am

inherent power to vary or amend its own decrees or orders so as to carry out

its own meaning. There is plenty of authority quoted in support of this in
* Sir Dinshaw Mulla’s Civil Procedure Code, and it appears that the Subordinate

Judge who heard the application for execution ought to have found that
all that had happened was a mistake on the part of the ministerial servant
of the Court in drawing up the decree. The decree was apparently drawn up
Bk J 860 \ 7 : g







Civil Revision Application No. 390 of 1933.

The Khandesh Laxmi Vilas ills Company
Ltd, Jalgaon, having its registered

Office at Jalgaon, East Khandesh, by its Applicant.

managing Vahiwatdar Shravan Lxmeéw. W-

Chaudhari, *
(Original Opponent- Defendant No.l. )

)

yersus

The Firm trading in théname of the
Graduate Coal Concern, (Jalgaon Opponente.
(original Applicant - Plaintiff. ) '

i Application praying'for setting aside the

| ordercpassed by R.G.Shirali, Esquire, First Class
Sub-Judge at Jalgaon, on Exhibit No. 90 and also for
calling the R & P in Special Regular Suit No. 92 of
11928,

C~unsel Dr.Ambédkar with Messrs
W.3.Pradhan & G.S. Gupte for the
\ Applicant. ,

Bossrs A.G.Desai & P.B.Gajendragadkar
for the Opponent.

4th July 1934.
| ( Coram :- Murphy Ag.C.J. & Macklin J. )
Oral Judgment (per Maeklin J. ) :i-
XX b
By order of the Court,
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Date of decision b 2 A
For approval and signature &3
A

R

/|  The Hon’ble i /7 “**/Justice
[ The Hon’ble Mr. Justice /fncrit AVW

' Whether Reporters of Local Papers may be allowed to see the judgment ?
‘To be referred to the Reporter or not ? 4.; 99

/3 Whether Their Lordships wish to see the fafr copy of the Judgment ? N°
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C. R. A. No. 390 of 1933.

Dr. Ambedkar with Mr-W. B.Pradhah%
y for the appliCﬂ Bk
£ o . ¥ ALG Desai for the opno ent. g

Coram - Murphy‘Ag.C.J., and Macklin J. 4%€

4th July 1934,

Oral Judgment per Macklin, J -

This'is an application to revise an

order of the First Class Subordinate Judge of ﬂ?

’:b\

Jalgaon amending a decree in such a way as to
bring the name of the applicangﬂ’upon the decr
as judgment-debtog!t : The applicanty aze
a company known as the Khandesh Laxmi Vilas

Mills Company. They were sued by a concern ‘
known as the Gr-aduate Coal Concern.on a mortga
A prelimin;ry decree was passed on the mortgaé
and the plaintiffs at a later stage applied
under Ex.‘56“to have the décree made final.
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erty brought to sale.  Notice of th
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execution proceedings was sent to the Khandesh
Laxmi Vilas Companyj but they put in an appli-

cation alleging that the final decree was not

ko e
binding upon them inasmuch as they kewe not bee:

partZQQ to that decree. " This application

was heard and it was decided that the final K

1 Khandesh
decree was not binding upon the/Laxmi Vilas

Company because it could not be said that the
g i

decree had been made final against the company

!
owing to the way in which the company had j

been described. The Graduate Coal Concern

4

L

then asked for leave to amend their applicétio%

Ex. 56, and for the decrce to be amended by ﬂ

inserting the name of the Knandesh Laxmi Vilas
%

Company in clear terms. Both the applicatioé
for final decree and the final decree itself f%
were accordingly amended. The Khandesh Laxmi |

|
Vilas Company has now applied in revision again

o s
It is contended that the learned Sub-

ordinate Judge had no jurisdiction to amend

- . -

the‘final decree at that stage of the‘proceedéﬁ

[, "
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K(the correct procedure would have been to

'
appeal against the finding in the execution |
proceedings that the final decree was not
binding upon the Knandesh Laxmi Vilas/Com-
wv\g/r;‘ma‘, Ca(au |

pany. We do not agree. $he Court has.‘
an inherent powef to vary or amend its own
decrecs or orders so as to carry out its own
meaning. There is plenty of authority
quoted in support of this in Sir Dinshaw

Mulla's Civil Procedure Code, and it appears

that the bubordinatg Judge who heard the
{01 el odn

application/sad-the—pueseniapnlicants
weenLhesv—ilalod—thnb—re—Ffinnit—deopoe—mrras
Rol _bindinsg-—usen—thes—baer ought to have
found thap all~that hed happened was a mis-
take on the part of the ministerial servant
of the Court in drawing up thé decree. ' The
decree was apparently drawn up in the terms
of the interlocutory applidation, Ex. 56, fom
a final decree. ~ But it ought to have
been drawn up accoraing to the final order

of the Judge himself which was to the effect |

that there should be a final decree against
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thejdefendaﬂtss and it is customary, and indeed

& : o
obligatory, upon the ministerizl servant4 of the
Court who drawgup decrees to take the names of
L : 3
& 4 j‘
= the parties as they appear in the plaint. The 1
| ] applicant company was correctly described in the d
l ¥ plaint,and all that was necessary was for the
:\ ‘ ’E" 4 : 1
|\ final decree to be amended so as to give the name
: of the defendants as they were described in the
, . plaint. In effect what the learned Subordinate
X e - Judge whose action is no¥ criticised has done is
e : h
i to give effect to section 152 of the Civil Pro-
3 24 ) n i ~ : i :
cedure Code and to exercise his inherent powers
of amending a decree in zsuch a way as tdﬂbrin‘g‘ =
it into conformity with the meaning of the Court ‘.g-
which @‘,_rd,e‘r'ed the dgcieeﬁp be passed. Y
i i gl We see 'ng reason to ;Lnterffer'e. ‘and w§j e
LA & o X §= st g | Rt e
h' e 2 , discharge the mle with costs. _The stay appli-
RIS e R S, 'cat«ionﬂ}alsép is 'a'iseh‘arged with t:qs‘t;s-vs“
) & i _‘h“,.,‘, ';;‘ : 3 vl ]
.'\.'*l " 3 oGy e j
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G,
Y}ﬁz IN HIS MAJESTY’S HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY

Orper passed by the High Court in the case of

: : 3
\] . “"
APPLICANT
’ (Original M o ( )
: versus &
il He et ) J
: NS N 5
ﬂ : r& AT, - : -OPPONENT H
(Ongmal : 2 MR ; “
being Civil Revision Application Ny 7d e 1936 e ey J

Oomm— (J% 1% ’ﬂ"‘é‘““? ~ P e //i%_,

L ————

For the reasons stated in the accompanying judgment ——
S

: ¥ &
:—h? Court E%ﬁ—tg with costs the Rule granted by it on the /J’ '»day’o

1938 whereby the Opponent = required to show cause why the decision of the @ s sl
C,CM ',-Mudge of Ein J/' &1 SeehNo. 71, of 192_3/

shouid not be set aside.

Dated this (!g day of W 19#.
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Stamp§ for Coplep of Deerees—mnd—dudgments) 'z

i v
Stamps for Vakalatuamad i Dm0 | 4’ o

Stamps for applications to enter the names of
the heirs of the deceased

i

Stamp for application for calling, for additional |
papers vd| O ———D f (o] ——/2-—0/
Bhatta for Process. ... \ 2-8 __a’/
r . Sectioner’s Fee ‘ ‘\ hoy—o W
Vgkil's Fee LAyl ...30_,__0__._,,‘/30—-,,_-1,‘/ |
¢ PAinting Charges | ' |
Coping Charges for préparing paper-books
Stamp\for affidavit ‘i i
Search ! \
Stamp for \‘Memomndtm of _Cross~0bjections... \ ]‘
Vakil’s Fe;\'\ix the matter of Cross-objections. .. ‘ l
Costs ab the tkial of issue sent down ‘ 5
Translation Fe |
‘f Copying Fee undég Rule 80 or 20 of the High \ i
‘3; Court, Appellate\Side Rules, 1929 1%“— _,,ﬂ_#ﬂii R ‘1 ik
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Deputy Registrar.



IN HIS MAJESTY'S HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBEAY.

.

Civil Revision Application No.% 0 of 1933.

The Khandesh Laxmi Vilas Mills Company i
titioner.

Limited, Jalgaon, having its registered | (_

g ; Ori. Opponen
office at Jalgaon Bast Khandesh, AL,{. No- | _
nazs s ncvpdolor Sha av-am H, o
’f}‘ﬁ versus, ; ;

The Firm trading in tl® name of the
; Opponent,

Graduate Coal Concern, Jalgaon. ... ) (o, Applican‘t;f'

Claim Rs, B

The Humble Petition of the
Petitioner above-naumed, ‘
Respectfully sheweth:-- :

(1) Thab the Opponent filed Sp. Reg. Suit No, 92 of
1°28 to recover Rs, 31,923-13-0 on a simple mor tgage dated

R

11th December 1925,

(2) That a Preliminary decree was passed in favour of‘,1

" ;T

' the Opponent on 31st July 1931. o

(3) That the Opponent on 19th January 1932 filed Ex.
56, an application for making the decree "‘ﬁnal. To this iq

application Ex. 56 the Petitioner Company was not made a

p&}rt,y. The parties thereto were the managing agents of the

Company and the Reoeivers. ! A
0 ‘i-‘

(4) That as prayed for in Bx, 56 a final decree Ex.86$

was passed on 29th August 1932, To this final decree Ex.86

the Petiticner Gompany was not a party- Dafendant The

Pegeivers.

B ~ (5) That in execution of the said fipal decree Ex, &



- Ex, 86 not being a decree against the Petitioner Company

32

(2)

the Opponent filed Spl., Reg. Iarkq?st No, 1546 of 19$§ on
26th October 1932 bringing to saie eedd Eﬁbﬁerty belonging
to the Petitioner Company.

(6) That in the execution proceed ings the Petitioner
Company by Mise. Application No, 3231 of 1933 opposed the
appliqation for execution on two grounds viz,: (1) that it
was not a party ; Defendant to the final decree sought to
be executed against its property and (2) that no notice to

show cause why the final decree should not be Xkaxxs® passed

was served on the Petitioner before Ex, 86 was passed,

(7) Both the contentions above-referred to were upheld

by the First Class Sub-Judge who held that the final decree |

could not be executed against the property of the Company
and consequently the Opponent's Darkhast No, 1546 of 1933 ]

was dismissed on 23-3-1933,

(8) That after the dismissal of the said Darkhast ‘
the_Opponent made an @plicaticn Ex, 90 dated 5-4-1933
ﬁraying that both Ex, 56, the applicatioﬁ for making the
decree final and Ex, 86, the final decree itself be amended ‘
in such a manner as to make Ex, 86 a decree against the

Petitioner Company.

\(9) That the Lower Qourt granted the said application
Ex, 90 and on 17thiJuly 1933 ordered Ex, 56 to be amended
as prayed for by the Opponent and issued notice to the
Petitioner Company to show cause why the final decree Ex, 86

should not also be similarly amended,

- (10) That in spite of the Opposition of the Petitioner
_Company the Lower Court on 14-8-1933 ordered Ex, 86 the "

final decree to be amended as prayed for by the Opponent,

(11) That in doing so the Petitioner submits that the
Lower Court has erred én the following among other grounds:--

-

1



(1)

(2)

&

(3)

The Lower Court had no jurisdiction to entertain the

application Ex, 90,

The Iower Court had no jurisdiction to amend Ex, 56

after the final decree in the suit was passed on 29th

August 1932,

The Lower Court had no jurisdiction to amend the final
decree which was held to be not a decree against the
Petitioner-Company so as to transform it into a decree

against the Petitioner-Company.

That the amendment allowed by the Lower Court amounts in|

law to adding to the decree a party who was not before a
Vi s

party thereto, It amounts to passing a new

decree against the Petitioner-Company.

That the Opponent's cause of action for obtaining a
final decree became merged in Ex, 86 the final decree
passed on 29th August 1932; and so long as Ex, 86 the
final decree against the managingAgents of the Company
and the Receivers, was not legally vacated by a suit
brpughtvaor the purpose, the Lower ‘“ourt had no Jjurisdice-
;tion to effect the amendments above referred to in an

applieation to amend the decree,

Under the circums tances Your Lordships will be

» pleased to eall for the record of the case and set aside the

orders passed by the 1st Class Sub-Judge on 1'7th\July 1533

and on 14th Zugust 1933,

And for this Act of kindness Your Lordships' --

Petitioner shall, as in duty boUnd, ever pray.

o

BOMBAY ? § 5 éyw/%.é <

Novenmber 1933. Advo categ for the Apphkidant,
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; L ¢ In the High Court of Judicesture at Bombaﬁ?"
M o
i
/ f} The Khendesh Lakshmi Vilas Mills CO. Ltd, =-r—— Applicant.
Vs.
Grsduate Cosl Concern, e ——————t————— Regponddnt. S8
: 1
& f

% 1, Shrawen Hapdu Chaudheri, Agent ¢f the Khandesh Laxmi

Fe

) 4
s i o - . : 3 oy oo
“VidEs Mills Co. Ltd. , applicent, solemnly affirm =sle &as

fellows:~-

The contents of the Affidavit msde on the 23/I/3%4

D R et et
-

at thé Ton. High Court by Mr. Ratilal Bhsidas Daftari,
mensging partner of the respondsnt firm, are not ftrue.

The statement therd&in that the mortgaged property |

igs written“only Rs. 20,000/- ,is not true.

The 0il Mill and the mschinery of the Mill is in

gxcellent condltnoh. i
Thie Mill is in a condition of being worked by 1
three .expellers |
A1l the machinery is in good -order,

None of the three expellers is impared . Their ]

of work is not lessened.

The stétement that the 0il Mill.is eclosed for last

B not true,

The 0il Mill'is in the charge and under mansge—
ment of the Receiver. He has preserved the 0il 1Mill and i

> - .

the machinery in good eondition. He is taking every care . r
to the effeet that the price of the machinery dose not j

depreciate &nd also that the working capacity of the machi-

nery is not lessened.

The price of the property in disputé has not
deprecinted. In Jalgaon there are three 0il Mills working #

.

besides the oil Mill of the Company.

One of them is situsted 'closely to this.

o
U3

=7

oH

It works on six expellers and is working day and ni

Every kind of produce of this Mill is,sold.as it is
! ‘ 4 | 2 - i




b "\ g produned Slmllarly the o0il and cakes produced by “the
: & Uk b fgsmleﬁher (two) mills is also so1d 1mmed1§tely after it is
4 Ly £‘ - o A o v
?:, o | 3 oroduced

i

‘ In‘case the 0il Mill of the Company is set Work—
ing, the 6il and oileake it will produce will be sold imme—
diately( in no time)s ‘ »

There ls no depression at 21l in the bu81ness ol
oil mills or of fhe oil trade in Jalgaon. Jalgaon has
sawisfactory’sufficient.supply.of the nessary raw m&terial {
nam;ly g;oundnut§. The present rates of the grougdngts‘and .l
Aeof thereil produced justify the comnclusion that the oil millss
\ and‘oil'trade ére and must be wofking at a profit. i
‘ . Aecording to the present ratés of Groundnuts and

the o0il at@Jslgzaon, a Mlll worked by three expellers ouvht 4
to work at &8 profit. oF 200/— Tupees every day. No part of th81
oila or oil cake produeed from every day. py the neighbourlnu

L : ‘51x expetler oil Mlll is remains unseld So 1s the case with

the other Mills. THeir prqduce is in good demand.
| . O The il pfoduced by our Cbmﬂany is of s béTter
quplify as the filter press in our Millk, are of the best type
and quality, The persentage of the 011 produced by our : el
expeller is at least 46% . That was the.persentage When oﬁrf_f
mill was in spanstibn (working). ;
o Tne condlflon of fh; oil Mill is excellent And
that in case the mill is worked it will work at a farn '
proflt is known to Mr. Retilal Bhaldas‘ ZITIEy

Ratilal Bhaldashas made untrue statements ia his

>

Affldav1f D/— 200 “asihe 18 anxions to ‘secure our MlllfQﬂ
at cheap prlce He has started negotwatlons with' Ruyahan
,d | Gopal Varmadi' in copjunctgoqﬁmlfi ﬁ??m‘h§¥létends to seaureu
the Mill, ‘

The extent of the plot cn whleh the mill stands

o i@‘b’fAcres.‘
t
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'Mahammadlﬁussain. fnis Chewl is also inhabited. The o i o
which Mill stands is .very convenient for the purpose of being'
divided into small plots fom buildings. This land can be |
divided into 500 plots each of .24v'x '13' .Each of tglese plots -
_\can'b'e so0ld for Res. I50/-. There is & demand at present for

130 such plots. At this rate, +the value of this whole plot

. of land will be Rs. 75,000/-

THuoumn V_M%ll starts Wbrking, it will bring 200/~ Rs.
daily. That should be the basis for the valuation of. this 611
Mill. Accordingly the price of the oil Mill is many.times
more that the mortgage money ory the svum> of Rs. 20,000/-.
The vaiue ol 'the mortg;a,c;ed property is not inadequate to meet’ H
the charge. Even assumeing that there is any deficit’ the
company has Other valusble property besides. ,.“;

The Compeny, ha%i“ﬁ{r@ﬁ w: 60,000/- - .,*
in regard of their sharemoney . s ~ ‘k‘..‘ \m |

The gtatements made by Mr. Ratilal B}lmm 4
untriue and are made by.kim knowing thém to be untrae

The reasons given by the opponent in his application |

to secure the cancellstion of the in terim stay_order are {

‘not true. e

The oil Mill was closed in August I93%0 by the Lessee

' in collusion with the opponent. The iill was closed by the
Lessee as suit No; 609 of I230 and a Recéiver was appointed
in September I930.
A | | ; '
. : ' o ;L 4
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PBESEWTATION FORM .

(DurLicats) to be given to party or Advocate.
App . No. & of 193®
Stamp No. ‘3 D-istriqﬁ
Advocate Mr.

Received Court Fes Stamps as follows :—
: Rs.

Appeal or Application.
Cross-objection.

On the Memo of

On the Vakilpatra

On the copies

- Total Rs.
Total Rs. and annas only.
This day of ~ 193

Appellant or Applxcant
, Per‘ion pressaﬁ‘ Respondent or Opponent.

‘ee, ““"Nb \53:::‘.

Stamp No.
Paid  additional Cours Fee Stamps  of
RBs. ( AL . __only

on (memo, etc.)

This day o_f

- Person paying. | ) .Beceiviﬂg. Clerk.

Bhatta ﬁegiste’r 'ﬁc;. . |
Paid for Bhatta Court Fee Stamps 'of
P S A L LR G

This ., day of otk

er on pa.ymg
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G.C.P.—(J) J 403—6000-3-33—F ’
@G.R., J.D., No. 4393 dated 8-7-16 v

PRESENTATIQN‘ FORM (ORIGINAL) : ] i

('leApp Z'J:Nd.' | ‘ of 193 %
Stamp‘No. 5'_5% Distriot & . Kl amde /A
Advocate %Ibrv w. B'ﬂ‘mj[—d:_w

Presented with Court Fee Stamps as follows : — : p

Rs. as.

App_ea.l—e lication.
On the Memo of = G fAi DI ].mumn l( — D

On the Vakilpatra . B

w On the copies

‘ e =0

f 4 / Total Bs. ... 7; Lt

| Total Rs. £/~~~ and annas i only. | ‘
: This e day of N rw“”é‘/ 193} 3
F /&‘/i '
|

‘ Person presenting for i
. ]

| Stamp No. , {
Received additional Court Fee Stamps of _ . ;

only

Rs. ( 3 TN g T T

memo

ki J J

n 7
copies ‘ t |

This day of ‘ 193 ' : ‘

Receiving Clerk.




L0.P.—(7) J 282—1800—11-32—P2 el i1 At ; ‘ : [Spl.—H.O.&

G.R., J.D., No. 4398 dated 3.7-16 i
" Stamp Register No. § 5 34 N
District— 6 KA anidert
Advocate Mienss ”AJ /“m e \
Oiﬁce Note
» ,?
}:
b
3
I ~
b CIVIL REVISION APPLICATION
i No. % ﬂop 193 3 # Claim—Rs. .
* R 4
- No. of opponents / “
/‘?) ,',f’a : ¢ VRecelve Bhatta Rs. X As "
S
s / / ,/ ) g ) ! r
j‘..r Lw “" | v ‘ ’ Clerk.
/
Asgistant Shéristeda,r.
g _ _
« Bhatta Register No. \'] 15 ‘
! ; Received for Bhatta Court fee tamps of
v ' M-O)C:},,_k:‘_o an,br
This  § ey of bu:_qu\ 195% ¢ i
e
|
sl T AR S L L : Clerk, Nazir's Department. =
Farad prepared on— 28/~ 3% o { |
L ‘(R.'and P. Writ prepared on—§ = {~ %
U]

Date of hearing— 7 ‘?/ 2 / ¥
prer 3

Entered in the Register on—




.0.P—(7) 7 8541020 —11.3—X2(Supr) [SpL.—ELC. AS.Civ. 7
G.R., J.D., No. 4398 dated £-7-16

CIVIL DEPARTMENT.

Ixwarp No. 14 L'LK OF 193LY
k- ‘

A' . The District J udge of Sasl- ) ‘

A8

No. . AT dated 2w Ao Toale

A Certifies full execution of the High Court’s
~ Wris No. h\) ( dated2D — & — 1934,
forwarding opy of the desxee—er order in

N 24l
8 ?L@W.k“lixgt:ok : \
Appesl No. 2G4 0 of 1933_&0;——“%‘%&

Record. -

Assistant Registrar.

s 58

Received on the 2\ _Ja\ L 193\.

e Sent to the Record-keeper with all papers
5, 'y — 3
A complete on the 9 4 g ‘ 9

%Aasistant Sheristedar.
o P

.

- Received and entered in Catalogue of
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